























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































RT	(s)	 Same	Iden	 0.389	 0.399	 p	=	0.943	 p	=	0.004	
Diff	Iden	 0.364	 0.425	
Accuracy	 Same	Iden	 0.799	 0.710	 p	=	0.015	 p	=	0.003	
Diff	Iden	 0.649	 0.657	
p(“Same”)	 Same	Iden	 0.799	 0.710	 p	=	0.003	 p	=	0.011	
Diff	Iden	 0.351	 0.343	
d-prime	 	 1.402	 1.039	 --	 p	=	0.001	
Bias	 	 -0.285	 -0.078	 --	 p	=	0.003	
	




RT	(s)	 Same	Iden	 0.450	 0.474	 p	=	0.716	 p	=	0.007	
Diff	Iden	 0.455	 0.474	
Accuracy	 Same	Iden	 0.853	 0.804	 p	=	0.525	 p	=	0.241	
Diff	Iden	 0.800	 0.822	
p(“Same”)	 Same	Iden	 0.853	 0.804	 p	<	0.001	 p	=	0.008	
Diff	Iden	 0.200	 0.178	
d-prime	 	 2.086	 1.963	 --	 p	=	0.234	
Bias	 	 -0.120	 0.078	 --	 p	=	0.005	
Control	RT	
(s)	
	 0.763	 0.768	 --	 p	=	0.754	
Control	 	 0.420	 0.420	 --	 p	=	0.997	
p(“Same”)	
	




RT	(s)	 Same	Iden	 0.482	 0.472	 p	=	0.784	 p	=	0.689	
Diff	Iden	 0.472	 0.490	
Accuracy	 Same	Iden	 0.835	 0.770	 p	=	0.944	 p	=	0.174	
Diff	Iden	 0.786	 0.815	
p(“Same”)	 Same	Iden	 0.835	 0.770	 p	<	0.001	 p	=	0.002	
Diff	Iden	 0.214	 0.185	
d-prime	 	 2.022	 1.848	 --	 p	=	0.081	
Bias	 	 -0.103	 0.074	 --	 p	=	0.001	
Control	RT	(s)	 	 0.710	 0.708	 --	 p	=	0.883	
Control	
p(“Same”)	
	 0.457	 0.451	 --	 p	=	0.742	
	




RT	(s)	 Same	Iden	 0.467	 0.468	 p	=	0.007	 p	=	0.087	
Diff	Iden	 0.417	 0.448	
Accuracy	 Same	Iden	 0.855	 0.839	 p	=	0.008	 p	<	0.001	
Diff	Iden	 0.837	 0.756	
p(“Same”)	 Same	Iden	 0.855	 0.839	 p	<	0.001	 p	=	0.221	
Diff	Iden	 0.163	 0.244	
d-prime	 	 2.168	 1.794	 --	 p	<	0.001	
Bias	 	 -0.046	 -0.150	 --	 p	=	0.237	
Table	1:	Mean	measures	of	RT(s),	accuracy,	and	proportion	of	“Same”	responses	are	shown	
for	each	condition	(SISL,	SIDL,	DISL,	and	DIDL)	for	all	three	experiments.	P-values	from	
ANOVA	F-tests	(for	RT,	accuracy,	p(“same”))	and	paired	t	tests	(for	d-prime	and	bias)	are	
given.	For	Experiment	2,	p-values	from	paired	t	tests	for	control	trial	RT	and	p(“Same”)	are	
also	given.		Experiment	1	has	N	=	16,	Experiment	2-Equal	has	N	=	17,	Experiment	2-
Unequal	has	N	=	16,	and	Experiment	3	has	N	=	16.			
Post-Q	range	of	responses:	In	hindsight,	does	this	[manipulation]	seem	accurate?	
(subject	correctly	stated	manipulation)	“It	wasn’t	obvious	since	I	wasn’t	focusing	on	it”	
“Yes”	
“Makes	sense	they	would	try	to	trick	you”	
“[same	identity	at	same	location]	was	at	the	top	of	my	mind”	
“I	realized	I	got	a	lot	of	them	wrong”	
“No”	
“I	realized	near	the	end”	
“Maybe”	
“Makes	sense”	
“It	was	not	obvious,	50/50”	
“Makes	more	sense”	
“Not	very	sure”	
Table	2:	Sample	of	varied	responses	to	final	post-question	from	Experiment	1.		After	being	
explicitly	informed	of	the	manipulation,	subjects	were	asked:	“In	hindsight,	does	this	
[manipulation]	seem	accurate?”		Responses	were	collected	verbally,	and	may	not	be	
verbatim.	
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